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broadcasting rights and establish an exclusive broad-
casting agreement, ultimately increasing output.

Therefore, because limitations on “output” occur
when an agreement altogether prevents the broadcast
of a game—which does not occur here—Plaintiffs have
failed to establish that the exclusive distributorship
arrangement between DirecTV and the NFL reduces
output. Even assuming output was measured by view-
ership, as Plaintiffs suggest, because Sunday Ticket
has increased access to out-of-market games, it has
also increased viewership and, thus, Plaintiffs have
not established that the agreement limits output
under this definition.

ii. Whether the Vertical Agreement
Artificially Inflates Prices

Second, as to Plaintiffs’ allegations that the exclu-
sive distributorship agreement results in inflated prices
for Sunday Ticket, “allegations that an agreement has
the effect of reducing consumers’ choices or increasing
prices to consumers does not sufficiently allege an
injury to competition. Both effects are fully consistent
with a free, competitive market.” Brantley, 675 F.3d at
1202; see also Pioneer Family Invs., LLC v. Lorusso,
No. CV 14-00594-PHX-PGR, 2014 WL 2883058, at *6
(D. Ariz. June 25, 2014) (finding that plaintiff failed
to plead a viable Sherman Act claim where “the only
alleged ‘injury to competition is increased prices and
reduced consumer choice” (quoting Orchard Supply
Hardware LLC v. Home Depot USA, Inc., 939 F. Supp.
2d 1002, 1011 (N.D. Cal. 2013))). Thus, the mere fact
that DirecTV may be charging inflated prices for
Sunday Ticket does not, on its own, constitute harm to
competition. Accordingly, the Court finds Plaintiffs’
allegations of price inflation unavailing.

























































